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™E NUCLEAR DEBATE I ITALY
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Introducticn

This paper deals witn the Huclear Debate as it has developed in Italy in
the post-war period. Certainly no one argues abdout nuclear prodless in a
vacuum: Zast-West relations. security perceptions, and foreign policy
orientations, always are a conspicuous part of a nuclear deocate, in Italy as
el sewnere. Thererore, I hope it is no swprise if the prodlens that I will try
to underline pertain more to the larger acmain of securitly than to nuclear
issues in a strict sense. :

The Govermment, the parties, the media ana tae military are the actors or
the nuclear debate. Attention is paid also to the constraints put on tae actors
by the Italian institutional {'ragework.

. 4 first thesis of this essay is that the ¥ issue nas deeply arfTected the
nuclear cebate in Italy, dramatically raising the country's interest towards
nuclear arfairs. Fany of the terus of the decate itselr, however, are not rew -
as shown by a comparison witn the largely rorgotten 1959 controversy over the
Jupiter Intermedizte Range Ballistic Hissiles (IRBhis) deployuent.

Tne ILiF story is far from its end, as nigelignted by tae fact that there
is still an INF desk in tne US-Soviet talxks opened in Geneva last carch.
iflonatneless, other tests lie not very far aneaa: tne Taresnold ceween
corventional and nuclear conf'lict (1), =as well as the 3trategic Defense’
Initiative (2) are likely to snape tne post-INF cevate in Hato.

As far as tne nuclear tiareshold is concerned, znotner thesis orf tais paper
i3 that a comnplete withdrawal of all fthe short-range nuclear weapons rroa Italy
could be consistent witn Wato's current trends on this issue. To suppori tnis
agsertion the paper ceals at lengta with the corventional oelance on Ltaly's
ifortn-eastera region.

Tne wain conclusicn arawn oy this study is tnat, gespite the new attenticn
paid to security questions, Italy still lacks the avcility to Iianrluence tne
allied-decisicn maxing, even though 1its role can be decizive in supporting
allied policy. This leads to the policy recommendation of revising tae
country's institutional [reauework on derense matters, wnich al present is notb
conduciva towards e well-informed and inereasingly deasanding security aecate.

Tne Early Years

The First notable security devate in post-war Italy took place in 1649,
when the Parliiament discussec the country's menpership in #ato. On  that
occasion, the political landscape was clearcut: the left (the Socialist and tne
Coummunists) voied ageinst the proposeg acnhesion te the Atlantic Treaty, wihereas
all other parties voted to join
In the years following that decision, Ively becanze involved in Hato
nuclear policy. Tactical nuclear devices were I'irst deployea in 1956, namely,
Honest Jchn saort=range s/s missiles, assignea to tne Soutnern Zurope Tasxk
Force (SETAF). This alluowed tie JItalian arueu forces - under jmerican
supervision - to cegin training in auciear operations that same year. In 1957,
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Atomic Demolition hMunitions (ADMs) were first deployed. Between 1956 and 1958
the Italian Army's new operational doctrine of the "600" (3) series took full
account of the employuent of nuclear weapons in land warfare. This made it, 1in
other words, remarkably consistent with lMC-14/2, i.e. massive retaliation.

In 1958, following the December 1957 Heads of Goverment meeting which
decided on the fomation of a Nato nuclear stockpile, the Italian goverment
agreed to field 30 Jupiter IRBlis. The following year, coalng close to tane
actual deployment, -political pressure mounted in Parliament to discuss the IHBM
jssue. Tnis resulted, as the second major devate on Italian security policy
after the one on Nato mnembership ten years before. The Foreign 'fairs
Committee of the Chnasber of Deputies devated tne issue for five days - firom
April 10th to the 14th - while the Senate devoted three days of pienary session
to the question - frem April 14th to the 16th. In the latter case, Doth the
Prime Gfinister, Mr. Antonio Segni, ana the Foreign Affairs idinister, @r.
Giuseppe Pella, took the floor.

liany events occured at this time to broaden the scope of the debate: the
first steps towards detente were veing taken ana tne cecline of traaitional
Cold War hardliners, like J. Foster Dulles, became apparent. In addition, L.
Pella provoked a political uproar on the Lef't, declaring on April S5th in New
Yoriks tnat "Should my daughter run the risk of 1living in a world without
freedom, a Cormunist world, I'd rataner, as a-father, choose the risx of the
atauic bomb. And the majority of Italian parents think the same way'{4).
Finally, tnhe retirements the wonth before or Gen. Liuzzi, Arny Chief or Starth
and Gen. Mancinelli, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, were iinked Lo tne
IRBH issue (5). .

Iin ©bvoth Chambers, however, the Socialists! and Comnunists! harsh
criticisms focussed on the question of the autnority over the weapons' use and
that of the political timeliness of deployment in a period characterized oy a
"melazation of tensions" between tae viocs. They .also formally made a wmotion
for the disclosure of the text of tne Italo-fmerican agreeient on the IRBis. On
the whole, it was a comprehensive debate that lerft uncovered very few aspects
of Italian foreign policy at that time., Wide press coverage was given to the
cepate, especially oy the two lef'tist daily papers the PCL's "L'Unita and the
BSI's "Avanti!," During this same montn of April, the Communists alsc aela a
naaocer of demonstrations on a local scale against the missiles. It nmust bpe
taken into account that the location of tne IRBIl btase was not disclosed;
taerefore, amid various speculations ranging from Vensto to Val d'Acsta to
Sardinia, protestors were often driven by the fear that the Dase would pe 1in
their own community.

On the issue of control over the weapons, however, the Goverment replied,
"the Ffuture installations will ©oe under the exclusive control of mnational
authorities and, in any «case, the Italian goverment's consent will be
necessary for taeir use should the need occur" (6). The ambiguity of this
statement is due to the Italo-American agreement: the 'installations," that is
to say the tase, the personnel and ine missiles were in ract Italian, whereas
the warheads were in American custody. This kind of <classic dual key
arrangement was not revealed as sucn by the Goverment, which refused to give
the Senate the text of the Italo-American accord on the grounds that "the
Goverment does not think itself so obliged , and thinks that this should not
e done for technical reasons and the searecy necessary for the mational
interest" (7). According to the Govermment, the agresament "puts into practice 2
cooperation which as exactly is (intended} in the framework of the Atlantic
Treaty, since it is within the limits of Art.3" (8).
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The Goverment's ans<ers on that occasion epitaunized the constraints put
on the Italian security debate by the institutional framework. On one hand, in
fact, Italian membersnip in Wato allowed the Goverment to refer to a nuanber of
defense decisions as ordinary measures, stemming froas the Treaty itself. On the
other hand, the Italian Constitution saw the country's defense affairs as
scmething to be protected as much as possible frau political and parliamentary
conflicts. Accordingly, the President of the Republic is the Caniel of the Armed
Forces, and also the Caairman of the Supreme Defense Council (Consiglio Supreso
di Difesa, CSD) which was set up in 1950. The Prime liinister, the Foreign,
Defense, Interior and various other Ministers, the Chiefs of Starf, plus anyone
the President chooses to include are also members of the CSD. ALl major
security decisions in Italy have Deen made by this Council since its Iformation.
Thuss, the only relevant role the Parliament has in shaping defense policy 1is
the annual Budget discussion. Furtnermore, the post-war goverments rollowec a
constant pattern of Italy's history: they adopted a concept of military secrecy
so pervasive as to inhibit outsiders - congressuen, journalists, scnolars - any
relevant discussion on defense wnmatters. It shoula ©bpe noted tanat suca
information as the dislocation of military bases throughout the country or the
number of effectives are classified. All these factors can partly expiain the
scarce attention paid to security issues by most Italian politicians. '

While tane limits set ty the institutional f{ramework are still in place,
other elements of tne Jupiters' debate were bound to recur two decadesg later:
attention to détente and East-West relations; the issue of control over nuclear
weapons; emphasis on some elements of the Atlantic Treaty by an opposition
party (PSI in 1959, PCI in 1979). At that time, in ract, the Soclalists
gradually came to accept Itvaly's mendership in Hato, wnile at the same time
underiining ootn tahe defensive purpose of the Treaty and its iimited
geographical scope. Furthermore, the PSI M"as it found difficult to Dbase itself
directly on Hato, it preferrecd to puolicize the merits or Eurobean integration
the EEC and in the final analysis also Euwropean defense™ (9). It is interesting
to note the first signs of this evolution, in that sase 1959 debate on tae
IfBids. A prominent Sccialist trigure of the time Semator Emilio Lussu geclarsc
on that occasion: "the Italian Soecialist Party ... made an effort to induce the
Govermment to limit the area of our Atlantic comnlwents ana to reduce the role
of our armed forces to a pwely defensive one” (10).

In the early 1960s Italy underwent a caaplex political change towards a
Center-Left formulaz - i.e. the inclusion of the PSI in the Govermment - wnian
attracted much political and public attention. Over the same years, the Hultl
Lateral Force (iLF) was on the allied agenda. Italy took a supportive, although
very cautious stance: particular attention was paic to the reactions of the
major Allies to the US proposals - especlally to those of West Germany. In
short, there was a contrast befween tihe relative enthusiaan displayed oy the
military (11), and the prudent dipiczacy of the Govermaent, wnicn was careful
not to disturu the new coalition witn potentiaily aivisive security problems(
However, tne disactivation of the IRBH base in 1962 failed to receive any
particular degree of public attention. For more taan a decade discussion on
nuclear issues in Italy will fail to reach the saliency of the Jupiters'case.

Over the same years, the Army's new operational doctrine of tane w7gon
series (1963-70) overempnasized those nuclear c¢lements which were aiready in
the "600" series. An Italian Air Force General, Hino Pasti, wrote in 1969 of
the "700" doetrine: "It's really an unjustifiaole act of selr-denigration that
Italy itself proposes a doctrine wnich could mean the atomization or Italy,
given the enemy's reaction, and far in aavance of an <aemy's threat te owr
borders" (12). In short the sixties saw the Italian military going astray, Irou
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the general Allied strategic debate: that same period markea, in fact, the
gradual abandoment of tae M.F and the transition from massive retaliation to
MC-14/3, i.e. flexible response.

Italy's admission to the nuclear club of permanent luclear Planning Group
(KPG) members (USA, UK, FRG and Italy) was the salient event of the 1960s. The
new nuclear body was established in December 1965, and its first meeting was
held in Washington in April 1967. Furthermore an Italian - tianlio Brosio -was
the Secretary General of Nato from 1964 to 1971, while the above mentioned
Ceneral Pasti was deputy Saceur for nuclear affairs. Apart frau the first
meeting - briefed and chaired by Hclamara ~ Brosio also acted as KPFG chairman
until he resigned as Secretary General. Tc¢ this relative proainence there does
not seem to have been a corresponding notaple activity: "Though accorded formal
equality of status as a permaneni member of the NPG, Italy possessed nothing
like the military and political influence of 1its major European allies over
alliance poalicy...any attempt ©o increase national participation in tne
military aspects of nuclear planning would amount to very little in
suDstance....Given the weaknesses of tne Italian idnistry of Defense, Italian
inmtiatives have tended to be discounted anyway, and any impact that Italian
spokesmen might nave had nas depended on tne presence frou time to time of
particul arly strong minded indivicual representatives" (13).

More by virtue of size than for any other reason Italy was forced by the
circuastances to try to take up the role that had belonged to France berore
1966. While a large part of the military leadership displayed ovack/ardaness in
nucl ear probiems (see the avove "700" case), public opinion largely ignored
tnese issues. Again the political leaaership of the country - the majority as
well as the opposition - was mainly concerned with interpmal affairs., Tnis is
true also with regard to the armed forces, which were capable or atfracting
attention almost exclusively in domestic terms: probleis of loyalty, resowces,
etc.

from the 3eventies to the Eignties

Following this pattern, the seventies brougnt more chnanges. fmong thnem was
the emergence of a group of c¢ivilian experts trainea either in international
relations or in physics. The seeds were spread actually in the mid-sixties: tae
first meeting of ISCDARCO (14) tecok place in 1906; the Istituto Affari
Intermazionali (IAI, Institute for Internatiomal Affairs) was founded in 1965.
The impact of such intellectuals on policy-making and puolic opinion has oeen,
novever, rather limited ever since. The figure of an outside, non-oureaucrat
specialist providing advice to iiPs or Cabinet mencers is largely unknown in
Italy. On the other hand civil servants, party spoikesmen and professicral
journalists have neitner the training (15), nor a sharp interest in security,
while showWwing a remarkable cegree of distrust for outsiders. Clearly puolic's
attitude is affected by this state of affairs: even the basic terminology or
security is far from naving roots in the meaia. Talxding about nucl ear
problems in Italy often means a difficult cnoice Dbetween ooscurity anc
oversimplification. It's no surprise that thne latter tends to prevail: both
supporters and opponents of the Cruise deployment, I'or exauple, tend to assume
that all that is irnvolved is the countering of tane Soviet $S-20s (16).

Despite these limits, on thne whole, the seventies in Italy wmarked a period
of renewed attenticn to the armed forces. In this past decade new issues arose,
such as: a nuge reorganization for the three services, and an expensive 15 year
modernization program. In the meantime, the security dedate saif'ted towards tae
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so-called new threats coming From the kediterranean. Ifalian forces took part
in peacekeeping operations - like those in Sinai and Lebanon - outside the Ui
framework, sharpening the perception that Italy nas a role to play towards the
south, and apart {rom kato.

Obviously the quality of the discussion, however intense 1t nay pe, is
Limited by what I called the lack of an appropriate language and knowledge.
Debates tend to focus on vaguely defined threats on one hands, and on avsiract
levels of fimancial resources needed oy the forces on the other. It's still
cnusual to find discussions about reslistically assessed threats and related
missions to De acconplished by the services, given the available budget.

{Jith regard to nuclear issues, the seventies nad many notable events,
first of alil, Italy's ratification in 1975 of the Non-Proliferation Treaty.
Noting that Italy was "just toucned" Dy the debate on tne MLF and on an
independent nuclear deterrent, Stefano Silvestri wrote, "sane rather
unimpor tant traces were left in certain sectors of the administration,
particularly in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Ministry of Defense and ina the
body responsible for nuclear energy the Hational Committee for NWNuclear Energy
(QNEN), where a numoer of bureaucrats have wmore or less openly supported the
icea of national nuclear deterrent under a !'European' cover. These survivals of
nationalisa were, however, politically dereated with Italy's ratification of
the Non-Proliferation Treaty in 1975 and afterwards more or less di sappeared”
(17). .
Another new reature brougnt by the seventies is the changed Italian roie
in NATO. Italy lost the Secretary General's post, the Depuly SACEUR post and
the special status of permanent NPG member: in Wovember 1979 all the thirteen
countries interested in tais body decided to take part permanently. At a
military level, the "700" series was superseded Dy tne WE00Y and the "S00"
series - currently in Tforce - whicn have reestablished a certain conerence vita
Flexitle Response.

The relative loss of prestige does not mean recessarily a less important
role. On the contrary, ever since West Germany put forward the requirement of
non—singularity - waicn means it does not intend to ope the only Luwopean
continental country to deploy new nuclear weapons - Italy has found itself in a
Key position.

Decision maxing on nuclear issues is nowinere a pwrely tecnnical wmatter,
Hather, it tends to o _.ilitary and political consiasrations. In such
a comoirztion, domestic and internmaticmal affairs tend neavily to the political
side. In this sense Italy is nc excepuion, apart frou the fact that the
wilitary consicerations are negiigivle, while the political ones are
overwhelming.

This attitude hnas largely determined Italy's stance in Nato's major
nuclear decisions in the last decade., Italy's reaction, for exaaple, to tne
proposed Ennanced KRadiaticn Weapons (ERWs) deployment was cool Dbecause of a
cambiration of domestic and international factors. The wo main protagonists
(USA and FRG) were reluctant f{o take the lead in an ERW decisicn. The Italian
Goverment, therefore, should have assumed such a leading role -~ which wouwla
not only have been unusual, but also impossibier» given tne Communist Party's
opposition to the neutron bomb. In 1976-79, in faet, Comaunist support was
vital for the Christian Democrat's cabinet. Eventually. f{ane adninistration
could not meet German demands of non-singularity., thus contributing to the
Tfinal withdraval of tne EKW proposal.

It's worth noting that nreither the Goverrment ncr the political parties
discussea the issue in terms of relaticns bdetween neutron oaub anc Italian
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security. The Communists, too, argued mainly in general terms, such as ERW and
the arms race, and ERV as an inhusane weapon. There were also references to ERI
and the nuclear threshold, but only as far as discussions held abroad
(especially in the FRG) found their way into the Italian media.

The driving forces behind Italy's 1979 decision were similar. First, the
Goverment proaptly seized the opportunity to use the Italian support as a
bargaining chip in its relations with the major allies: ™Because of the
exciusion of Italy from the Guadeloupe Summit, bolstering Italy's role in the
Alliance became a leading concern. In fact Cossiga (Franceso Cossiga was
Italy's prime minister in '79.ed) had reportedly told associates that if Italy
cooperated on LRTNF, he expected no more Guadeloupes. Whether by c¢oincidence or
design, the June 1980 Economic Summit took place in Venice" (18),

Secondly, the Socialist Party supported INF also in order to isolate the
Comnumnists - who were already back in opposition - and to legitimize itself as
tne only leftist force in Italy with a clearly Atlanticist stance. Thirdlys. the
Comaunist Party chose a soft and realistic attitude, wnereby proposing a del ay
in any Italian decision and calling for immediate USA=-USSR INF talks.
Significantly, nowever, the PCI shared the perception of tae S8«20s as a
threat, stressing the need for a rough military parity between the bloes; this
signal of independence from Moscow and loyalty to Nato hnas ©oeen widely
recognized (19). .

In tne end,» each major actor got his own reward: onmly few wontas
af terwards, for instance, tne Socialists joined a new center-left coalition. A
Socizlist figure, lr. Lelio Lagorio, was sworn in as linister of Derense. In
1979, and again in November 1983 - with the arrival at Sigonella Air Ddase of
tne first 16 cruise missiles - Italy met German conditions (20)s, thus
facilitating Nato's chances to carry out its critical INF decision.

These four years have revolutionized the Italian attitude towards nucl ear
issues. The foreign policgy section of any major meaium was filled almost aaily
Wwith news and editorials on the IIF controversy and the Geneva talks. Figures
on the East-West military balance, description of weapons' cnaracterisiics,
realities and nightnares of the nuclear era became for the [irst tinme remiliar
to the country's public opinion. Tane Govermsent had to ansver nunareds of
parliamentary questions on nuclear matters - an unprecedented level for Italy.
A large peace wmovement appeared, whnlca set new records of' mass daeaaonstraiions
and, uwore important, cut the political landscape along new lines. In a country
where politics nas always oeen dominated by party affjliation, the peace
povement drew support from several forces: liberals, christians, socialists,
communists, none of wnai could confidently claim a recognized leadersnip.

A demand for expertise in security affairs emerged: out of 23
Italian-based researcn-centers listed in a recent Directorv Guide of Eurgpean
Security and Defense Research (21). as many as 10 were founded in 1979 or
af terwards.

Hotwithstanding these changes, there is still a long way to go in Italy as
far as nuclear issues are concernsd. .

Tae first Italian Defense White Book publisned in 1977, has just a sirngle
page out of 370 where the role of nuclear weapons in Hatc defense 1is menticned.

It's worth noting that wnile there 1is a reference to the nuclear
tnreshold, this seems to indirectly support the real essence of the Docks, which
is a call for higher military expenditures. Stronger Italian forces, it seems
to imply, can avert the risk of early nuciear imvolvements, But nowhere the
reader can find any mention of a nuclear stockpile in Italy.
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In 1980, the then Minister of Defense, Ir. Lelio Lagorios, presented the
Parliament with the main lines of his policy. Again the role of nuclear weapons
was played down. The only reference to them in the docuient is made with regard
to flexible response, which is summarized in a few lines. This time, however,
the Minister was more explicit about the nuclear threshold: "Italy still has to
fullfil many of its commitments to strengthen its cornventional forces. Tne lack
of effectiveness of conventional forces makes, in fact, the nuclear thresholc
lower, since it reduces the ability of the country to resist aggression, in tae
meantime making it dependent on others as far as its own secuwrlty is concerned”
(22). ‘

In December 1984, tr.Giovanni Spadolini, Secretary of the Republican Party
and -currently Defense linister, presented the 1965 Defense Wnite Book, the
second in Italian history. Attention to nuclear weapons was as scant as in the
previous docwents: mainly a rough synthesis of the reasons that led Hato to
adopt MC-14/3. Among the nuclear weapons deployed in Italy, the arulse missiles
only are mentioned. Again the main focus of the document 1s another one: what
the linister calls "local threats" to Italian security in the tediterranean
tnreats that are not going to imvolve the Alliance, according to lir.Spadolini.

If one ccmpares the Italian approach to similar public statements in other
non-nucl ear iHato countries, conclusions are easy to draw. In The Netherlands,
for example, the Queen's address on Defense Policy for the FY 1979, contained a
separated 23-page annex about nuclear ams (23). In the Whnite Paper 1983 "The
Security of tne Feaeral Republic of Cermany™, Flexible Respcnse is discussed at
length in a key cnapter on Wato's strategy; there is a special paragraph on
"Tne Nuclear Forces" and another about UCriticism of the Exdstence and Part
Played by Nuclear Weapons".

Apart from their activity within the Parliament or the Govermment, it is
unusual for Italian parties to issue statements on defense policy. Once 1in a
while, single politicians point out what is no more than their’ own gersonal
opinion. It may nappen, therefore, that in the same party very giff'erent views
coexist: while Bartolo Ciccardini - DC, Deputy ldnister of Defense - calls {or
a debate on a national nuclear arsenal (24), tane Hon. bManmredi Bosco - nead or
tne DC Department for State and Institutions - pelieves tnat "ye shoulg reacn a
situation where only cormventional rorces are in place (palanced on a lower
level) together with sutmarine-pased nucelar forces" (25). As far as the peace
novenent is concerned, there is a gap beiween its capability to mooilize people
on one nand, and its ideas about deterrence, the military balance and East-liest
relations on the other. Any attempt to find such ideas in a written rorm is
further complicated oy the fact that the moveaent nas neither think-tanks, nor
stable coordination among its nuzerous coaporents. Amyway, one or  its
recognized leaders, PdUP P Luciana Castellina, calls for a nuclear free-ucne
frai Portugai to Poland, and is against P2s, Cruise missiles ana S5~20s as
well. DBesides, she thinks that "given tne capapilities new weapons have, the
deterrence theory has already cruabled” (20), , : ‘

The biggest single political force of the Italian peace movement is the
Italian Communist Party. Its opposition to INF deplcyment has veen rather sof L,
since 1979. W#aile the Party's international policy gives rprosipence ¢o peace
and détente, this does not seem to be supported by a rovust intellectual
effort. Very broad statements predominate among the Communist leaders on these
matters. Italy's mendbership in Nato is accepted in principle by the Pariy, but
very little is known atout how the Comaunists would marage, once in power,
concrete problems of Italian secwrity witain the allied framework. In a recent
meeting on "Cultures and Strategies of Pacifism, " nowever, kr. 4dldo p'Alessio -
PCI spokesman on defense matters - stated that "the Italian Goverment should
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declare itself inelined to ask for a discussion, within HNato, of nucl ear
defense strategy, and inclined to affirm, in principle, the exclusion of &
decision of nuclear first strike ('primo colpo')s extremely dangerous for
Veneto and Friuli in particular" (27). Statements like this give hardly a clue
about the actual content of the Communists' security policy. _

Qutside the more political framework, diplomats and military people al so
deal with security problems. In the October 1982 issue of the Nato Review,
Mipassador Vincemzo Tornetta, then Permarent Representative of Italy to the
Atlantic Council, discussed "Nato Nuclear Strategy and No First Use."™ He wrote
that "to make ready more effective comventional forces is a positive goal,
since it will be able to enhance deterrence credibility and to raise the
nuclear thresnold; in the meantime we shoul'd avoid initiatives - like adoption
of no first use - capable on the contrary to raise the likelihood of a2
comventional war" (28). This is the most explicit statement in a piece
generally characterized by a very cautious style.

On the military side, the publication of a long study on "Nato's Strategic
Concept for the Nineties in Light of the Possible Evolution of Fiexiole
Response" (29) is noteworthy. The authorship of thnls work 1s the collective
responsioility of top officials froaw the three services, plus civil servants
and career diplomats in the framework of Centro Alti Studi Difesa (CASD -
Center for Advanced Defense Studies). It is ctearly only a thecretical
exercise, whicn is, nowever, indicative of the current ideas of the Italian
military on the nuclear threshola. :

On the whole it is a call for a stricter integration between comventional
and nuclear operations:"Two different strategies, a cowentional cone and 2
nuclear one cannot coexist,...they shoula be harmonized". What 1is needed,
according to the autnors, is "the elaboration of a truly operational tactical
and theater nuclear doctrirne...wnereby nuclear weapons...are conceived...as
truly a caabat means tc tiwart and cefeat the agsgressor." Sazewhat
surprisingly, hnowever, the study advocates "tne witndrasl, or at least a
reduction in nuesber, of the less controlladle nuclear sysiems, particwarly of
short-range ones, wnich could be imnvolved in conventional operations and induce
early nuclear use."

The Conventional Balance in tae Horih-EBastern tneaire

For the nuclear debate in Italy, it is easy to avoid being too abstract.
A1l that is needed is to take into account that a substantial nuaber of nuclear
weapons are deployed in Italy. Evidently, they are deemed necessary in crder to
carry out the military missions assigned to Italian forces in their sector cof
tlato defense. I have in mind the Italian North-Eastern theater; in tne
iediterranean, there is the Sixth Fleet - to which Italy provides bases and
facilities - which has its own nuclear missions (30). Leaving aside the
tediterranean as so cauplex an issue as to merit its own review, the question
here is: to what extent are nuclear deployments, whose rationale can be traced
back to the Fifties, still valid toaay? In the early years of the post-war
period, the Italian forces were clearly in bad shape: ill-trained and squipped
mainly with US MAP matériel, they ccula be considered at that time little more
than a nuclear trip-wire. GHore dimportantly, the Italo-Yugoslavian corder
question was not settled until 1975, witn the Treaty of Osimo. Today the
relations bpetween these two countries are saaewhat opetter than simple good
neighboriiness.
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However, the mere fact that there are Nato tactical nuclear weapons 1in
countries other than those of the central front is often forgotten. William
Kaufmann, for example, recently proposed a force of 2,014 Tactical Kuclear
Weapons (THW) for the central region of Europe that "yould require only about
one-third of the current stockpile®(31)}. Since such a stockpile of 6,000 THW is
shown two page“s earlier under the label "Nuclear Weapons in Europe, 1982", the
author either forgot the Southern Flank, or implicitly implied the withdrawal
of TIW fram that region.

The presence of a tactical nuclear ammory is even nore overlooked when it
comes to Italy in particular: a nuclear-free strip has been proposed for the
Central Front (32); nuclear-free zones proposals have oeen mace for the
Northern countries and the Balkans (33). Two states - neutral Austria and
nonaligned Yugoslavia - provide a buffer zone between Italian and Warsaw Pact
forces; this can partly explain the exclusion of Italy fraum current discussions
about the nuclear-free zones in Burope. .

The rmet result is, however, a kind of estrangement from the present Nato
debate on the nuclear thresncld. Italy is perceived mainly in terus of Cruise
deployment - the small Sicilian town of Cowiso is now known almost everywnere.
Clearly the kind of attention this issue has received abrcad reverberates in
the Italian public, strengthening the tendency to focus, as far as nuclear
issues are concerned, almost exclusively on the INF.

As in other Ewopean countries, the Italian press is accustoned to
treating the problem of national capabilities to counter a W10 attack in terms
of hours, rataher tnan days. Then defeat would inevitaoly follow (34). Such a
bleak picture is probably unfair. Apart froam the sea (35), where would this
attack come Cram?

It is commonly assumed that it wouwld come frus Hungary. The bdulx of the
Hungarian army consists, according to The HMilitary Balance 1983-84, of cone tank
division and five motor rifle divisions. The tank divisicn aand two of the motor
rifle divisions are supposed to be in category 2 (up to 50% of estaplishuent
strength), whereas three of the wmotor rifle divisions are cat.3 (little more
than cadres). They have 1,200 tanks of 1950s vintage, with sase 60 wmodern
T-72s. The Hungarian Air Force has all of its 140 aircrart playing an
interceptor rote: 120 1IG-21s and 20 1IG-23s - even though Jonn Eprickson stated
that the the Hungarian Air Force also nas 30 &-7iB attack aireraft (36).

™o Soviet tank divisions are deployed in Hungarys, together with two motor
rifle divisions; these fowr are all in cat.l. In case of wmecbilizaticon - a wmove
that would allow any opporent to take similar steps - six tank aivisions
(cat.2), fow motor rifle divisions (ecat.3) and cone artillery division fram the
Soviet military district of Kiev might be added (37).

To reach the Italian border, these not very formidacle forces would nave
to pass through Austriz and/or Yugosiavia, where they would most procably meet
fierce resistance in both cases. The reamnants would Timally meet the Italian
forces. To begin with, the latter nave some advantages: first, they know the
terrain, and second, geography does not facilitate the attacker's task. :

"t The Gorizia Gap' is the only true access route fraan the East to the
northern edge of the Hediterranean Sasin and the Italian peninsula™ (38). This
more or less coincides with the Itato-Yugostiavian border, while the Alps are a
natural barrier against an invasion coming from Austria. On the' Alps, however,
five Alpine brigades would be in their accustcamed terrain.

Between Brescia, Padua and Bologna up to the Eastern border, 13 tank
armmoured and Alpine origades, tae Aruy missile origade and the pulk of
anti~aircraft Army units are deployed: 130,000 trocps - wmere than 2/3 of the
field forces. '
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Between 1975 and 1982, Italian Armed forces manpower cl imbed from 455,000
to 505,000 (official Hato figures). The increase was centered on the Arny.
whose 24 brigades are now all around 100% of estavl ishiment strength. This
result 1s due to an effort begua in 1975: {ield units ars no’ almost cc :
mechanized. lore mobility has allowed the redeployuent further to the rear for
same umits. Host likely, even the lack of pnysical space -~ the Gorizia Gap is
50 km wide - has led to the provisicn of flexibility in the forward defense
concepts. Again in 1975, a ten year plan began for the purchase of new
equipnent for the three armed forces: as a result From that year until 1963,
"the defense obudget showed an average annual increase of more than 3% in real
cerms - and an average yearly increase of funds for weapons procurenent of more
than 8% after inflation in the same period (39).

The Italian Army has the second nighest number of artillery pieces in Hato
Europe: 1,116; the FRG has around 1,200. fAmong tanese pleces are 104 FH-70s anc
256 1~109/110s. Apart from the old K-47s, which have been practically pnased
out, the tank line has 920 Leopard 1s and 300 M~6041s. Several thousand Piian
ATGWs are on order, together with 60 A=-129 anti-tank nelicopters. The Air
Force, with same 300 comoat airceraft, has already some 50 Tornados - with
another 50 on order. Also on order are 187 AM-X FGAs, which will replace the
old G-91s.

There is no point in foing much further with this amalysis. It shoula be
clear tnat any conflict is highly unpredictable: armies' standing performances
in the real world are something quite different fram a bean counting exercise.
Hevertheless, such an exercise, to the extent it can be valid, should not leave
room for much pessimism. This is largely recognized oy tne CASD's study quoted
above, where it states: "Such a defense might be successful - ooviously against
an effort which is proportionate tc the importance of the sector and to the
possible goals of the aggressor - al so without resorting to the tactical use of
nucl ear weapons, but it rneeds a defense against nuclear and chemical blaciail.
That is only possible by deploying INF in Italy" (40).

It is worth noting here that the Italian military desm feasible a purely
corventional defense with the current capadilitiies against a WTO comventional
attack of realistic magnituce. Judgements by Italian military experts are
similap. Silvestri wrote, wita regard the North-Eastern theater: "The Warsaw
Pact country that presents the most direct threat to this sector is Hungary,
whose forces are anytning but considerable., Taus, there are those wao maintain
tnat, while this sector should not be abandoned, the strategic concepts that
make entire Italian defense policy rotate around it, to the detriment of other
sectors and other threats, should be re-examined"™ (#1). On his part, taurizio
Cremasco, after reviewing many elements {(weaknesses of the Hungarian forces,
nigh probability of a Yugoslav reaction, strongholds of Italian cefense)
pointed out: "In fact, an anlysis of Warsaw Pact military exercises from 1970
to 1976 could lead to prove a hypotnesis of a Yarsaw Pact military planning
whnich would exclude Italy's imnvasion" (42), Withdrawl of tactical nucl ear
weapons from Italy should therefore be possible. But whicn TNW and how nany ?
The following table (see next page) 1s the author's estimate of the TN
stockpile deployed in Italy.

Likely candidates for a first witndrawal - sometime in the next five years
to implement the Montebello decision (43) - seem to Dbe the ADMSs and the Hike
Hercules. Only the latter should be wodernized, but most probadbly with a
corveniional system, the Patriot. As far as other systems are concerned; it is
clearly 2 matter of choice: Tornados, Lances and US warplanes can be assigned
tc corventicnal missicons, just as artillery pieces cans thereby evhancing the
already good comventionzl prospects. Depth bombs and nuclear raval missions are
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U.S. Tactical Nuclear Weapons in Europe

Type Europe tal
Aerial bomDs 1,735 140 (a)
Pershing 1 ‘ 295 -
8~inch art.rnds. 835 40 (b)
155 mm. " " 735 - (b}
Lance 695 - 4 (c)
Honest John 200 -
Nike Hercules 690 36 (d)
ADLI 370 _50 (e)
TOté}l 59655 . 366
Depth Bombs 190 _60 (1)
Total 5,845 426

Sources: U.S. Defense Department (see The New York Tiges, Hovember 15, 1983,
where there was also a breakdown oOetween warneads assigned to UJ.8. forces and
those assigned to NATO forces). Figures on Italy are the author's estimates.

(a) Italy has two groups assigned to nuclear missions (18 F-104s and 18
iRCAs). The asswuaption is scme 20 nuclear DbDauds per group. In addition,
the Aviano air base in Northern Italy hosts 1 to 2 rctational USAFE K F-10
groups from Torrejon air bvase in Spain. The assuaption is that saae 100
nucl ear bombs are stored at that pase.

(b) There are 387 l-110s in Hato Europe with 430 nuclear snells, with little
more tnan one warhead each. Italy nas 36 i-110s. The asswption is
therefore 40 warheads for Italy. The 190 155mm nuclear shells ror liato
forces are assumed t0 be entirely ceployed on the Central Reglon.

(¢) Italy has six Lance launchers. With 506 sucn launchers, Nato forces have
370 nuclear warheads: some 6 each. Here tae asswption is some 40 warheads
for Italy.

{d) Assumption is one warhead for each system.

(e) The assumptiorn is about nalf of 370 ADi{s stored in West Germany. Italy has
slightly less than Greece and Turkey.

(f) The assuption is about one third of the depth bcrabs assigned to the
{iedi terranean. Italy has some 14 ASW Breguet Atlantic aireraft at the
Sigonella Air Base in Sicily - where rotational US Wavy Orion P-3s zre
hosted as well.

clearly a more complicated issue, which is Deyond the scope of this paper.
Opposite trends should also be taken into account: Nato dual-capable artiilery
shows an upward trend in recent years (44), loreover, the U3 is planning to
increase the nuiber of allied nuclear-certified howitzers in the 155mm
category, which is the more numerous (45). Finally, ERW is still a possibility.
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What is worth noting in this context is the existence of a distinct
option. Given the fairly good comnventional prospects in the HNorth-Eastern
theater, which seems to require reéither -dramatic manpower and equipient
improvements, nor a wait for Emerging Technologies (ET) to emerge; given the
trend within Nato, as far as Tactical Nuclear YWeapons are concerned, a trend
whicn seems to be at least one of de-aapnasis, from the broad base calling for-
a raising of the nuclear threshold to the liontevello decision; and fimally,
given the Cruise missile deployment and its implications, witeredy in military
terms Nato will have a substantial nuclear capability in the Soutnern theatre
anyway, and whereas in political terms, 1ltaly played a Key~role in carrying out
the controversial 1979 decision. Given all this, Italy should obe entitled to
raise within the Alliance the question of a thorough Tactical Nuclear Weapons
withdrawal from its soil as a step which is consistent witn current liato trends
in this field.

Conciusiens

Looking back to the recent past it is impossible not to note how wmany
tnings have changed in the Italian security debate - of which the Nuclear
Debate is only a part. Firstly, now 21l the main political forces accept tne
Atlantic Alliance as one of the main frameworks of Italy's foreign relaticas.
Tne Communist evolution nas been vary similar to that of the Socialists in the
early 1960s : the PCI now stresses the defensive and seograpnically limited
scope of lato. In additiocn to tnals, the Party nowadays puts ‘much eupnasis‘on
Zuropean institutions and on the process of European integration. This nas o
important consequences: on one hand the EC - and to a lesser extent the Wil -
gives the PCI an additional impulse to think in terms of Europe and Zuropean
security, especially as long as tne EC tends to increase its involvement in
security matters; on the other nand the European dimension nelps the Italian
Communists to rind points of reference in other European leftist forces. The
impact this feature is naving on PCI security policy is already visivle in the
attention the Party pays, for example, to the German SPD security deoate.

Secondly, while this oroader pclitical base ror the @main aspects or
Italian foreign policy is developing, there are signs that other cnanges can
affect those aspect themselves - clearly reshufiling everytning. Tne then
Foreign linister Giuseppe Pella, stated in the 1959 IRBii debate that Italian
foreign policy had three main {rameworks in the following order: Tne UN, Natc
and the Zuropean integration process (U48). The peacekeeping missions which
Italy recently undertook outside the UN framework have been a cause of friction
with the Communists - althougn their opposition was again rather soft.
Generally it can be said that the PCI is much less ready than the otaer main
Italian political forces to downplay the UN role. lworeover, as already
observed, these missions have epitowized - at least in the public's mind - a
certain empnasis on an Italian wilitary role in the iediterranean, this time
even outside the Hato framework, Again tne Communists seew to have no intention
of following tnis tendency. Here, however, lays a dilemma for the future, whicn
is more a paradox than a dilemma: in the coming years the PCI couwld in a sense
present itself as the political force most loyal to the traditional avenues of
the country's postwar Foreign policy, right at the time when the other main
parties revise their stance. In any case, the point here is that consensus nay
soon re-energe as samething to be achieved.
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Emphasis on the lediterranean - an old pole of attraction in Italy's
interrational ‘affairs - is also having the consequence of reducing the
attention paid to the HNorth-Eastern tneater, where there are the bulk of
nuclear weapons deployed in Italy. Therefore. this shift in attention risks
adding to the lack of knowledge throughout the country on nucl ear-ret ated
security problems, reascving Italy further from those issues = like the nuclear
threshold - vividly debated in Nato. Italy's options in tnis fiela are also
overlooked and could even obe lost.

Thirdly, the institutional framework whnich protected security
decision-making when consensus on these issues wWas lacking, may Decoue 2
stuabling block now that consensus nhas been achieved. Although there is still a
long way to go in terms of awareness of security probleas, toe putlic, the
media and - above all ~ the politicians have much nore reason to be informed
than only few years ago. With regarc to the Parliament, for example, the budgel
discussion is an increasingly complex task: its voluie is now remarkable, woplle
behind it there is now an Italian arms industry - which according to SIPRI is
the fourth largest exporter of major weapons systems to the third world.
Furthermore, it is no longer possible to discuss the budget with no mention of
the forces' missions and of the country defense policy. Pressure 1s mwounting in
the Parliament to change course and the 1965 White Book on Defense is a sort of
response on the part of the Goverrment. A thorougn review of tnis recent
docwment is Dbeyond the scope of the paper. Waat can be said here is that it
certainly represents a step ahead, altnough it still has several shortcomings,
especially as far as nuclear weapons are concerned. _

In this regard the INF debate has really made 2 wifference: it cannot be
said amymere - as did the Goverment in 1959 - that a new nucl ear depioyment in

- Italy is simply something in accordance witn art.3 of tine Atlantic Treaty. lbore

importantly, allied decision-making has also changed: in 1979 the mnationzl
Parliaments were asked to support tne INF decision. Clearly these procedures
reguire more knowledge by the legislative codies, in Italy as elsewhere. A
revision of the instituticnmal frameweorls giving more welight to the role cf fthe
parlianent, is ovadly needed. Being a major reform, though, it woulc involve &
long and complex process. In the aeantime, however, the Govermaent coulc
improve the curent state of affairs oy its awn initiative, lirting 'cr exaaple
the more anachronistic secrecy barriers surrounding defense af'fairs in Italy.

Fourtnly, if this new consensus is seeking a vetter understanding of the
allied mechanisia, then tnis is especially true as far as nuclear weapons are
concernad. Repeated claims by both Mr. Lagorio and lir.Spadclini that Italy nas
control over GLGMs - a sort of dual key arrangement - were umet with strong
skepticism (47). Here tne Goverrment seems definitely reluctant to face a
puplic debate on the consultation process in the zlliance and on the
authorization for the use of nuclear wWeapons, preferring vagus or &ven
incorrect statements. Almost nc one today would use the issue of control over
nuclear weapons to advceate a rational nuclear arsenal, even though the issue
as such is recurrent in Italy (48) ever since the 1959 Jupiters dedate. lnat is
needed is simply a more mature discussion about benerits on one hand, ana the
linits on sovereignity on the other, that a nation nas in joinirg an alliance.
Both of them, however, must be stated and debated.

In 1979 the main Italian political forces were caught by surpise, and
began to debate only when the deaaline of the Wato aqecision was very close.
Obviously the country's contribution to its making coule only heve opeen rataner
poor. Accerdingly, there seems to have emerged a kind of pattern of venavior:
while Italy's role can bDe decisive in supporiing alliied policy, the country
still 1lacks the ability to influence the allied decision-making process.
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Filling this gap is the challenge Italian foreign policy faces for the years to

camne.
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FOOTNOTES

Noting that frau the beginning of the '80s, "considerable public attention
has been given to the interrelationship between comventional and nuclear
forces", Catherine iHcArdle Kelleher discussed at length the concept of
nuclear threshold in Thresholds and Theclogies: The Need 1ror Critical
Reassessument, "Survival", July-August 1984. The concept's suceess is
probably due to its usefulness as a common denominator to several issues
of Nato's defense: conventional capabilities, the role of battlefiela
nuclear weapons, no-first-use, escalation and sc on. Accordiagly, this
essay will higpnlight the role of the concept of nuclear threshola in
Italy's post-INF nuclear debate.

Discussion on "Star Wars" has just started in Italy.It is therefore too
early either f{o assess its impact or to predict its outcane., However, the
substantial flow of articles that have already appeared in the Italian
press is another sign of the country's greater attention towards nuclear
issues.

Italian Army's ddctrines are designated Dby a nunber in the range of
hundreds: the "600" was superseded by the "70G", the "700" by the "&OG
and so on. : '

See Sernzto della Repubbiica, III Legislatura, 98" Seduta, 14 Aprile 1959,
issemblea, Resoconto Stenosrafico, p.4650. Sen. Caleffi gquoted, on that
cccasion, an A.P. Report. . )
See "IL Tempo™ and "Il Giorno", 4pril 5 1659. Liugzi, reportedly, saw a
lack in American guarantees. Prooably he would have likea Italian
ownership of the Jupiters' warheads. ‘

Foreign linister Giuseppe Pella te the Cahazber of Deputies’ Forelign
Affairs Committee, as quoted by "Corriere cdella Sera", April 11 1959.

Prime rinister Antecnio Segni to the Senmate. Sermato aella Repubblica etc.,
cp. cit., 16 Aprile 1559, p.4824.

Foreign iinister Giuseppe Pella to the Semate. IDig, p.4820.

Stefano Silvestri, The Lef't and Secupity Problems in Italy, [Irance and
Spain, in William E.Grirfith (ed), "The European Left: Italy, France and
Spain", Lexington Books, Lexington i, 1977, p.148, '
Senator Lussu $o the Semate. Senato della Repubblica etc., op.cit.,
p.4659. :

Towards tne end of the 50s, taly decided to equip the Navy Cruiser
Giuseppe Garibaldi with Polaris missile launchers. Later abanconed, tnis
nove even anticipated the MLF proposal. Similar to the IRBl case, it 1is
propable tanat the military leadersiip of the time ervisaged - and called
for - a rational nuclear deterrent, more or less coordirated with the US
one.

N.Pasti, I Problemi .delle Forze Armate JItaliane, "Belt'agor'", Settembre
1969, quoted in Enea Cerquetti, Lz Forze Armate Italiane dal 1945 al 19745,
tilano, Feltrinelli, 1975, p. 242,

Paul Buteux, The Polities of Nuclezar Consultation in Hato
1965-1980, Canbridge, Camoridge Universitry Press, 1983, pp.87-88.

The International School on Disarmament and Research on Conflicts
(ISODARCO) is organized by the Italian Pugwash Group. Every wo years 1t
holds a ten~day seminar on arus control with the participation of several

- qualified foreign experts.
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(15)

(16)

{(17)
(18)

(19)
(20)

(21}
(22)

(23)
(24)

(30)
(31)

(32)
(33)

(34)

There are no courses on security in any of the Italian state universities
- wnich account for the overwhelming majority of the academic institutes.
See laurizic Cremasco, Il _Problema _de; __Eurcpissili nel DRibattito
Politico Itaiiapno, unpublished paper, IAL, Raaes 1964, P2s and GLCHs have
been seen mostly as a counterweight to $S-20s, not only in Italy. In this
regard Saceur Gen. Rogers said: "lost people believe it was because of tae
S5-20 that we have nmodernized. We would have modernized irrespective of
the S$S-20 because we had tnis gap in our spectruw of defense aeveloping
and we nceded to close that gap". United States Serate, Hearings before
Committe n Armed Services, 98th Congress, 1st Session on Dod
Authorization for FY 1984, Part 5, p.2372.
Sgefano Silvestri, Toe Léft etec., op.cit. p.150.
David N.Schwartz, Nate's Nuclear Dilemmas, The Brookings Institution,
Washington D.C., 1983, p. 230.
See M. Cremasco, Il Problema etc, op.cit.
Another requirement put forward by tne FRG was "simultaneity", i.e. the
INF deployuent was to occur at the same moment, in Germany and a2t least
one other Euwopean continental country as well. The Italian odase chosen
for the Tomahawks was Comiso, but it could not be available, for tecanical
reasons, Dbefore March 1964, In order not to pospone the whole INF initial
deployment, Nato decided to "park" the first GLCGM squadron in Sigonella -
not far from Cowmiso, however - from November 1963 thru barch 1984, It was
a pointless decision from a military perspective, which made sense cenly
for the sake of simultaneity.
L. Reyecnlers R. nudne/ {eds}), Leuven Um.vers:.ty Press, Leuven 1965.
Lelio Lagorios, in izzd di Poli ifillitare, bdnisterc aqella uuesa,
Rama 1980, p.11.
See rozes .A Weers, The lNucelar Debate in the HNetherlands,"Sirategic
Review", Spring 1981.
See Bartoio Ciceardini, L'Itazlia_deve avere uns suz atomica o pud_ fidarsi
degli 'ombrellii' altrui?,"Ii- Tempo", 30 agosto 1982.

HManfredi Bosco, Un _confronto’ metodico -sui problemi deile F.A., "1y
Popolo", 13 marzo 1983,

Luciana Castellins, La sccommessa della ce,"La Repubblica”, 11 agosto
19484,

Aldo D'alessio, Nugleare e Difesa Europea, in CESPI, CRS, Istituto

Grenseci, Atti del Comvegno su "Culture e Strategie del Pacifimmo", idllano
6-7 aprile 1984, :
Vincenzo Tornetta, La _strategia nucleare delltalleanzs _ztlantica e
rincipio del no rivio=uso, "Wotizie Wato", ottobre 1962,

CASD, Il concetto strateLLco dell'alleanza atiantlca per O’ll anm. '90 alla

luce dell ell

Rama, giugno 1983

With the possible exception of some nuclear role for Italian ASH [orces.
William W.Xaufman, 0Huclear Deterrence in Central Furope, in Steinbruner
and Sigal (eds), op.cit., p.41.

See The Independent Ccuizission on Disarmament and Security Issues, Common
Security, liew York, Simon and Scauster, 1982, pp. 146-49.

See Sverre Lodgaard, larek Tnee (eds), HNuclear Disengagement in FEurobe,
London, Taylor and Francis, 1983.

"Italy. With regarc to tne Southern Flank, air and land Warsaw Pact
superiority is not even questioned". Francesco Gui, Terga ipotesi: la
resa, "Pancrama', 19 wmarzo 1984,
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{35)

(36)

(37)

(39)
{(40)
(41)
(42)

(43)

(44)

{40)
{47)

(48)

"Hypotesis of large-scale amphaibious landings or paratroops operations in
the heart of the peninsula are abscluteley unimaginable". Speech of Gen.
Umberto Cappuzzo, Army Chief of Staff, at CASD, Fay 21 1982.

Quoted in S.Silvestri, M. Cremasco, Ii__fianco sud della WHato, idlano,
Feltrinelli, 1980, footnote n.8, p.78. :

Soviet divisions from Kiev Military District are fram IISS, fThe Military
Balance, 1983-84. Tneir level of readiress is from David C. Isby, lileapons
and Tactics of the Soviet Army, Jane's Publishing Co., London and New
York, 1981, p.27.

Gen. Giorgio Donati, The Defence of HNorth-iast Italy, "ato's Sixteen
Nations", May-June 1983. |

See Farco De Andreis, Le armi_della Repubblica, iilano, Gammalibri, 1963,
pp.29-38 and p.69.

CASDs Il concetto etc., op.cit.s pp. 134=35.

Stefano Silvestri, The Italian Paradox: Consensus amid Ipnstapility, in
Gregory Fiynn (ed), "The Internal Favric of Western Security", Croau Helms
London, 1981, p.14d..

liaurizio Cremasco, Situazione internazionale nell'area nediferranea e
srobiematica del ~modello di difesa 'italiapo', in ISTRID, "Gli inairizzi
della difesa italiana™, Rama, 1962, p.1i3.

Tn October 1683, at the HNuclear Planning Group meeting in liontebello,
Canada, 14 Defense iinisters of ilato decided to withdraw 1,400 nuclear
warheads fron Ewope in the next [ive years. :

In 1981, Nato and US Forces in Euwrope nad 256 [~110s, 1,054 i=109s and 319
FH-70s. ™o years later there were 587 k=110s, 1,740 }-109s, 561 FH-70s.
See IISS, The Hilitary Balance, 1981-82 and 1983-84.

"iost 8einen units are currently certiried ror nuclear rounds, as are
(deleted) percent of the 155mm howitzer units; this percentage is expected
to rise somevhat with the fielding of the new 155mm AFAP and a new Pamily
of tato 155mm howitzers. These larger nuwabers of 155mm nuclear capable
artillery pieces would nelp assure the survival of a substantial
short-range nuclear capadbility in the event of a Warsaw Pzact corventicnal
atiecxk or nuclear strike. A broadly based 155mm nuclear capaoility
prevents the Pact from focussing its attacks on the less numerous 8-inen
artillery (deleted)"., FY 1984, _Arms Control Tupact OStatements. 98 ta
Congress, 1st Session, GPO,» Washington D.C., April 1983, pp. 1567-88.

See Seratc della Repubdlica, cit.,» 16 Aprile 1959, p.4817.

See "IL lanifesto®, April 8 and Hay 16 1984. Cn April 4 1964, lr.Spacolini
declared to the Caamber of Deputies: "Tne Goverment can soleanly make
sure that no nuclear weapon can ever be launcned from the naticnal
territory without the adoption of the relevant decision by the Italian
Goverrmment".

See Pietro Ingrao, Hiarmo, sovranitd, denoerazia, in "Rinaseita", December
9 1943.
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